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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last 
Office action from the Pre-Appeal Conference is persuasive and, therefore, the finality 
of that action is withdrawn based on the addition of newly discovered art and the 
presentation of new grounds of rejection. 



Response to Arguments 

2. The Applicant argues that Brambach (USP 5,1 86,999) fails to teach every 
claimed limitation. Applicant argues that Brambach fails to teach that the expansion 
agent reacts during molding. The argument is made that the only teaching of molding is 
in the use of an injection molding machine's nozzle to inject the material. 

3. The Examiner has taken the arguments into consideration and respectfully finds 
them non persuasive. Brambach explicitly describes the molding process even if not 
using the exact phrasing. From column 4 line 61 to column 5 line 21 , an injection 
molding process is described in which the core is directly injected (column 4 line 63) in 
an injection molding machine (column 5 lines 2-3) in a mold as described as a back 
support to control the positioning of the material (column 5 line 12) in order to bond the 
core to all the layers. The Examiner states that this process describes a molding 
procedure, and the rejection on claim 1 stands as previously stated. 

4. Regarding claim 1 , Brambach teaches a process for manufacturing a moulded 
part (sheet-like material, column 1 line 12), in which the moulded part is obtained by 
moulding at least one composite sandwich (core material sandwich, column 1 lines 58- 
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63), the said sandwich incorporating an expansion agent that reacts during moulding 
(expandable material, column 3 lines 36-39). 

5. The Applicant argues that not all the limitations of claim 2 are met in that claim 2 
is dependent on claim 1 and that Brambach's teaching of having the expanding agent in 
"the core material and an additional bonding layer," does not meet the limitation of claim 
2 that the agent is "incorporated into the core of the sandwich." 

6. The Examiner respectfully finds the arguments non persuasive, and points out 
that the claim uses the transitional phrase "characterized by." According to the MPEP 
21 1 1 .03, "The transitional term "comprising", which is synonymous with "including," 
"containing," or "characterized by," is inclusive or open-ended and does not exclude 
additional, unrecited elements or method steps. See, e.g., > Mars Inc. v. H.J. Heinz Co., 
377 F.3d 1369, 1376, 71 USPQ2d 1837, 1843 (Fed. Cir. 2004)." The fact that agent is 
in the core material and an additional bonding layer (Brambach, column 3 line 43), also 
reads on it being incorporated into the core of the sandwich as claimed. 

7. Finally, the Applicant argues that not all the limitations of claim 3 are met in that 
claim 3 is dependent on claim 1 and that Brambach's teaching of having the expanding 
agent in "the core material and an additional bonding layer," does not meet the limitation 
of claim 3. 

8. The Examiner respectfully finds the arguments non persuasive for the same 
purposes as cited in claim 2, and the previous rejection stands. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

9. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

10. Claims 1-3 and 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Brambach, USP 5.186.999. 

1 1 . Regarding claim 1 , Brambach teaches a process for manufacturing a moulded 
part (sheet-like material, column 1 line 12), in which the moulded part is obtained by 
moulding at least one composite sandwich (core material sandwich, column 1 lines 58- 
63), the said sandwich incorporating an expansion agent that reacts during moulding 
(expandable material, column 3 lines 36-39). 

12. Regarding claim 2, Brambach remains as applied in claim 1 and further teaches 
that the expansion agent is incorporated into the core of the sandwich (column 3 line 
43). 

13. Regarding claim 3, Brambach remains as applied in claim 1 and further teaches 
that the expansion agent is applied to the core and/or its skin (column 3 line 43). 

14. Regarding claim 6, Brambach remains as applied in claim 1 and further teaches 
that the composite sandwich comprises a core and a composite skin, and the process 
further comprises the step of pressing the composite skin against a wall of a mould by 
reacting the expansion agent (supported at the back, column 5 lines 10-14). 
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15. Regarding claim 7, Brambach remains as applied in claim 6 and further teaches 
that the step of incorporating the expansion agent within the core (column 3 line 43 and 
also column 4 line 63). 

16. Regarding claim 8, Brambach remains as applied in claim 6 and further teaches 
that the step of incorporating the expansion agent between the core and the composite 
skin (column 4 line 44-53). 

17. Claims 1-3 and 6-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Saatchietal, USP 5.174,934. 

18. Regarding claims 1 -3, 6, 7, and 9-1 0, Saatchi teaches a process for 
manufacturing a moulded part (see abstract and column 1 lines 15-20), in which the 
moulded part is obtained by moulding at least one composite sandwich (see abstract 
and column 6 lines 52-60), the said sandwich incorporating an expansion agent 
(blowing agent and activator for blowing agent are both considered to act as expansion 
agents and are described as magnesium hydroxide, water and sodium borohydride, 
column 5 line 47-column 6 line 20) that is incorporated into the core of the sandwich 
(and inherently would be in contact with the skin as well as inherently be present 
between the main material of the core and the skin) and reacts during molding. This 
composite sandwich is created in the mold and is then heated in order to foam the 
sandwich to form the desired article of the shape of the mold (column 7 lines 36-58). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

20. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

21 . Claims 9 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brambach, USP 5,1 86,999 in view of Lunde, USP 6,692.681 . 

22. Regarding claim 9, Brambach remains as applied in claim 6, but does not 
explicitly teach the step of reacting the expansion agent by heating the expansion agent 
in the mould. 

23. In the same field of endeavor of manufacturing composite structures, Lunde 
teaches reacting the expansion agent by heating the expansion agent in the mould 
(column 19, lines 16-28 and column 21 line 4). 

24. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to utilize Lunde's use of a heated mold to expand the agent in the Brambach 
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method for the benefit of heating the expandable agent in the mold to control the 
expansion of the skin against the mold (column 19 line 27). 

25. Regarding claim 12, Brambach remains as applied in claim 6, but is silent on the 
amount of claimed range of the composite thickness. 

26. In the same field of endeavor of molding sandwich composites, Lunde teaches 
that the thickness of the composite skin is less than 1 0% of the thickness of the 
composite sandwich (0.024 inches for skin compared to 0.71 inches for core, column 6 
lines 35-45). 

27. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the dimensions taught by Lunde in the Brambach method for the 
benefit of controlling the reinforcement or rigidity of the product by adjusting the skin to 
core size ratio (column 6, line 49). 

28. Claims 10 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Brambach. USP 5.1 86.999 in view of Beukers. USP 5.225.450. 

29. Regarding claim 10, Brambach remains as applied in claim 6, but is silent on 
what the expansion agent can be. 

30. In the same field of endeavor, Beukers teaches that the expansion agent is 
selected from the group consisting of water, azodicarbonamide, sulphonyl hydrazide, 
and sodium bicarbonate/citric acid mixtures (column 2 lines 61-65). 

31 . It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Beukers selection of agents in the Brambach method because the 
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European Patent application equivalent is cited as being incorporated by reference in 
Brambach (EPO 345,855, column 3 line 41 ). 

32. Regarding claim 1 1 , Brambach remains as applied in claim 6, but is silent on the 
amount of expansion agent to use. 

33. In the same field of endeavor, Beukers teaches that the expansion agent 
represents at least 0.5% by weight of the core (column 5 line 1 5). Beukers further 
teaches that the upper limit of the acceptable range of expansion agent is dependent on 
the combinations of materials (column 4 line 14) and that the upper limit is determined 
by making a manageable foil that is not too weak to be used as the blowing agent 
(column 4 line 20). The amount of agent used is a result effective variable. 

34. It would have been obvious to one or ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the claimed range of agent, since it has been held that discovering an 
optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. One 
would have been motivated to use the claimed range of expansion agent from for the 
benefit of making a manageable foil that has the desired properties as taught by 
Beukers. 

35. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saatchi 
et al. USP 5.174.934. 

36. Regarding claim 1 1 , Saatchi teaches controlling the final density of the product 
by adjusting the amount of expanding agents to add. Saatchi does not provide ranges 
within the instantly claimed limitations. Saatchi provide and example in which the 
expansion agents total .4% of the weight of the admixture (0.1 grams of blowing agent 
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and use of a 3:1 ratio of activator equals a .4% amount of expansion agents in the core, 
column 5 line 36 and column 6 line 19). The amount of agent used is a result effective 
variable. 

37. It would have been obvious to one or ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the claimed range of agent, since it has been held that discovering an 
optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. One 
would have been motivated to use the claimed range of expansion agent from for the 
benefit of controlling the density of the final product to have desirable physical 
characteristics. 

38. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saatchi 
et al. USP 5.174.934 as evidenced bv Lunde. USP 6.692.681 

39. Regarding claim 12, Saatchi teaches controlling the thickness of the composite 
sandwich by adding spacers to a compaction step (and teaches that it is obvious to 
adjust the thickness dependent on the mold and or use of the sandwich, column 3 lines 
23-32). The thickness of the sandwich after compaction is a result effective variable. 

40. It would have been obvious to one or ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the claimed range of agent, since it has been held that discovering an 
optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. 

41 . In the same field of endeavor of molding sandwich composites, Lunde provides 
and example of a final product in which the thickness of the composite skin is less than 
10% of the thickness of the composite sandwich (0.024 inches for skin compared to 
0.71 inches for core, column 6 lines 35-45). 
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42. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the dimensions taught by Lunde in the Saatchi method for the benefit of 
controlling the reinforcement or rigidity of the product by adjusting the skin to core size 
ratio (column 6, line 49). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JACOB T. MINSKEY whose telephone number is 
(571)270-7003. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday 7:30-5:00 
EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steven Griffin can be reached on 571-272-1 189. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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